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REPLY BRIEF UNDER 37 C.F.R. §41.41 

Appellants respectfully submit this Reply Brief in response to the Examiner's Answer dated 
November 14, 2011. 



I. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

As set out in the Appeal Brief filed August 19, 201 1 . 



II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

As set out in the Appeal Brief filed August 1 9, 201 1 . 



III. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

As set out in the Appeal Brief filed August 19, 201 1 . 



IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

As set out in the Appeal Brief filed August 19, 201 1. 



V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

As set out in the Appeal Brief filed August 19, 201 1 . 



VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

As set out in the Appeal Brief filed August 19, 201 1 . 
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VII. ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Muurinen 
(US Patent 5,408,060), in view of Zhao (US Patent Publication 2002/0054676) 

Appellants argued that Muurinen does not contemplate automatically controlling the illumination 
of the keyboard in response to the execution of an application, as claimed in claim 1. 

The Examiner's Answer states that: 

the Appellants misinterpret the teaching in the indicated columns of Muurinen. 
Column 4 lines 60 - 64 of Muurinen states "ANOTHER ALTERNATIVE would 
be to illuminate the symbol denoting of the mode of operation which is not in 
use or which well be next in succession. This indicates clearly the change in the 
mode of operation to be implemented by the subsequent use of the function 
key". Nothing in the cited column/lines assures that the function key 16 
must be a toggle switch. In fact, Muurinen teaches that the symbol denoting 
"the mode of operation which is not in use or which will be next in succession" 
will be illuminated to indicate "clearly the change in the mode of operation to be 
implemented by the subsequent use of the function key" (see Muurinen at 
column 4, lines 60 - 64). Thus, it is evident that the pushbutton key 16 is a 
toggle switch, [emphasis added] 

Appellants respectfully submit that the Appeal Brief, filed August 19, 201 1, argues that Muurinen 
teaches manual, as opposed to automatic, control of the illumination of a keyboard. The 
Examiner's Answer concedes that the change in mode of operation is "implemented by the 
subsequent use of the function key." The Examiner's Answer does not suggest that "the 
subsequent use of the function key" is anything other than a manual actuation. Moreover, the 
Examiner's Answer is contradictory, in that "[n]othing in the cited column/lines assures that the 
function key 16 must be a toggle switch", yet "it is evident that the pushbutton key 16 is a toggle 
switch." 

In response to Appellants' arguments that the Examiner's rationale for combining Muurinen and 
Zhao is improper, and that the substitution suggested by the Examiner would change the 
principle of operation of Muurinen, the Examiner's Answer states that: 
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In response to appellant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 
413. 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981): In re Merck & Co.. 800 F.2d 1091. 231 USPQ 
375 (Fed. Cr.1986) . 

Appellants respectfully submit that the cited cases do not stand for the proposition stated by the 
Examiner. In re Keller, and In re Merck stand for the proposition that, where a combination of 
references expressly (or impliedly) teach all the limitations of the claimed invention, then a 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 cannot be overcome by only attacking a single reference. In re 
Merck simply states that a reference cannot be "read. ..in isolation." In re Merck . 800 F.2d 1091, 
1097 (Fed. Cir. 1986). In re Keller holds that an affidavit rebutting only one prior art reference is 
not sufficient to overcome an obviousness rejection citing three separate references. In re 
Keller . 642 F.2d 413, 422-23, 427 (CCPA 1981). 

Appellants submit that In re Keller and In re Merck are simply inapplicable to a showing that the 
combination of Muurinen and Zhao is improper. Combining Muurinen and Zhao is improper 
because replacing the manual switch disclosed by Muurinen with the keyboard mode control 
software module disclosed by Zhao would change the principle of operation of Muurinen. 
Muurinen's input mode selector does not determine an active input mode of the keyboard of the 
mobile device in accordance with the received signal indicative of the default active input mode, 
simply because it is not capable of receiving any signals at all, let alone making a determination 
based on a received signal. Thus, modifying the manual input mode selector of Muurinen to 
function as the input mode selector claimed in claim 1 would require the wholesale replacement 
of the mechanical switch, and would change the fundamental principle of operation of Muurinen, 
which is predicated on manual actuation of a manual switch. 

Other arguments from the Examiner's Answer are addressed in the Appeal Brief. 

VIII. CLAIMS APPENDIX 

As set out in the Appeal Brief filed August 19, 201 1 . 
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As set out in the Appeal Brief filed August 19, 201 1. 



X. RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

As set out in the Appeal Brief filed August 19, 201 1 . 



Respectfully submitted, 
Mihal LAZARIDIS et al. 
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